What makfto this all the wore provocative is what followed. 

^Ttor SjbuIo wrote anx this article sgsfctaj^ but M&E& it appeared# 

precisely this newsworthy part about Hunt the would-be assassin originated in. United 
Press intorrmtional*s Washington bureau. The story, written by Donald Lnmbro, made after- 
noon papers of May 29 and morning papers of May 30. *t received a heavy, international 
play, Lwmbro §rFSSta the galley proofs, as Ids source. In content it is pro«0IA while 
blaraio,: ovoryono else for the failure of the bay of Pigs because those quotes from bunt 
are selected, The first of many oKampieo is,”,,, Kennedy tried to ‘whitewash the Hew 
^rentier* after the fiasco by ’heaping guilt on the CIA,” Another biases the Pentagon 
for the Military aspects,” ’Assault planning was almost directly in the hands of the 
Pentagon,® 16 And it concludes with a prejudiced account of why there wan no second advance 
air strifes# biasing it on the Kennedy administration and four in particular ore liberals 
to Hunt, Neither t t? story nor Hunt nor Saule describe the miserable batch the CIA mdo 
of the first air strike and how it blow all cover" on it# s?ell reported conteraporonoous3, y. 
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Siiijed to promote Saule* a book, ho had "Cuba 6n Our Mind" in Kscuire of Fetewjary ? t9?4. 
©f January 10 

story/on it is headed, "’61 Pressure fo Kill Castro Reported." Not this 
i960 Hunt scheme, Kennedy had told Souls after the ^ay of Pigs that “he was ybde under 
great pressure in the Intelligence (sic, Lil) (w hota he did not name) to have Castro 
killed,-' out that "for moral reaSons" JFK "■violently opposed" any ^nltod. States involve— 
ssont in political assassinations. 



•ftiilo continuing to emphasise that tills was a 1 96 1 scheme and thus not the Bunt one, 

whid-i ho handles in an entirely different way, Saule reports being "vaguely awW of a 

(pp. 96ff) 

an alleged much late plo ,, of 1964 and 1965, S py/attributod the the Johnson 

administration with an iiteja&aaai alleged Hunt leadership role from. Madrid. If this later 



plot, node-named "Second. Naval Guerrilla", ever existed, it came to nothing mid was in 
Open violation of United States pledges and agreements with tlio USSR at th end of the 
^uba Kinslo Crisis. Xt would have bean enough to launch World War III, with the only 
lateinative the end of the USSR as a major power whose pledge meant anything. 

a “ w * is th.v only Esquire reference to t e Hunt plot, which, of course, meant the 
Hunt plot whan Nixon was in charge for the White House: 



"In fact, the Bi&anhover Administration turned down in i960 the reoomendation of a 
GIA operative to kill Castro. " 

No mention of Hunt by name. Still no quotation from. Hunt, And the evidence that 
the Eisoniiowcr-Nixcaa administration rejected the plan is missing. Saule cites no 
authority for the statement. 

2his is directly followed by the account of "Second Naval Guerrilla.," as both a plot 
to kill Castro and a planned invasion of u uba "presumably acting with President Lyndon 
"ohngon’s authority," 



Shortly afterward, preceedod by generally unflattering reviews, 
appeared. 



Compulsive ^py 



Hot until the last chapter in the book allegedly 0 n Hunt but still again a defense 
of the an element in it -tsc^ <*> does Saule, who covered the Hay 0 f Pigs from. 

Miami., mention in an offhand way that ho know Hunt m 2 "Sduardo"' “ 
preparations for W Bay of Kigs. w Saul© ilSTids ’ 
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[Hunt 9 a mmmm code naas] 

that "Mug^o/w&s the mail I had known oaau&lly in M&attiJ in 1961 $ during the prepara- 
tions for the %aff of Pigs." (p*1*56) His moooraxy was ro "refreshed" by a call from an 
unidentified "friend from n$ guban days" who also "told mo" that "It is Eduardo who 
is behind this whole business*" 

H©r@ Saule goos into a fascinating raBnio-dasrJUn tWrt; apparently succeeded in 
distracting omxyono from not only his failure evor to report tide in his Xoxk 
®iiaes writing - whore ho said what he her© proves he knew vas false -but what is 
even more significant, when ho learned it- (How-from whomever right have had the 
lotive Saule servos, is a rervdning mystery*) 

It was "Early on Sunday afternoon," or the day of Ids fir -t story* tho day after 
■fche breakia and tho arrests* 

All the other elements the skilled Saule here throwwe in alao aako the reader forge t 
to as]: himself why this "friend from my Onbor. days# lias to be anonymous. Aid of Soule* s 
writing ia studded v/ith name dropping* All reporters tend to bestgra specific and to give 
3WB not oilier as a matt er of journalistic pr.^tiso and responsibility but for credibility# 
Tno five traditional "W WO W'a of tte "lead 1 ' of a story begin with "Who?” 

Whatever t he reason may bo* it is atypical and ^professional and strongly suggests 
CIA* And. in OXA raost likely tho faction not tho liberals* 

How “casually" Sauio knew Hunt follows (pp e 156-7)# Saule assumed Hunt would 
recognise him wato&xyap^ after moire than a decade and says sot 

"2hen» because I did not want wy own Matte to surface pre-maturely in the handling of 
the story, 1 asteod one of ay colleagues at the office to dial Hunt and to say that 
"Macho Barker says he knows you*" Bernard 1* Barker was Hunt’s Bay of Bigs assistant 
and the msa in <3harfj$ of Hunt’s lumbers’ tfolt fhibans in their White House jobs* Predictably 
Hunt hung up promptly* 

Brodictably eager to take ored.it, Suulo claims "I nay have been tho first person to 
alert Hunt to the loicwledgo tint he had some involvement with the Watergate burglary" 
and that "The BSE, which o terod tho case on Monday, only established tho connection 
with Htmi a fen? days later." Consistent in inaccuracy, ho also claim it was from the 
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If the agnwyy major awl minor eaprora tlxat pormsata this books did »et attract 
Hen jlkufc pto pa attention - and they did not gat raportod there or elsewhere - they are 
glaring to one who known the subjects of which Sssul© writes and they have to havr. bom ids: 
closely read by foreign totohligmoe services* SJho conclusion is inevitable that if Ssulo 
was .not in OlA pay tho distinction is i.:ne,torial« Thin book a :emn t among others, CIA 
purposes* Ostensibly it is n bool: on Hunt. Actually, ho is relatively ntoor in it* 

There is, of course, criticism of the CIA* Bee© it is understated and cones from 
only part of what was well publicised, well known. A cmopiouou* ©jcpnplo is what amounts 
to a justification of what ho says is illegal domestic activity (p*40), the OlA*s use of 
foundations, but in reporting thin omits the greatest of them all, that which lead to the 
exposure, tho CIA’s taking ever of and. financing of tlw National. Students* Association* 

Saulo is almost a ono-nan protection team* On ItUr.t ho cays little of Hunt’n career 
and noth&ng about his domestic activity whsroas he has to have boon onto it from what 
he does report* Of hint’s work for and relations with the Robert; R, T'ullm puMAc-rolattons 
agency ho writes inadequately and inacctuvxtoly, so we shall woe, raisSng ©--rlonc gveotiona 
about further covering of the CIA* Mullen’s personal connections with spying my go beck 
to the end. of tUo ?940a* It oortainly existed at the time of the %y of Riff?* whore it 
admittedly worked for CIA* It was doing CIA work at tho time Saule wrote this book* He 
edited tlie Cushman tape to eliminate Hunt’s own references to bis domestic operations and 
takes at face value « lux fact rop;.rts oKtansivoly about « other of Hunt’s overs that are 
of a time Hunt told, the Ervin committee in private that he was arg&god in ioxxoatic 
operations ipp*96ff). So c&rofully does Ssulo edit this part of Hunt's career the.t ho ovati 
©aiHiaatun a Hunt Waxihington address that M unt listed in Who’s Who for oonslntoacy* (pp*99~100) 
Khoing it to be factually incorreot, ha has Hunt working for the re-election committee 
rather than. ih»lWhlte House at tho time of the saaoa dough t crime (p*14Q,142) Ho revised 
his book to Include the sworn testimony ~ by Hunt « on September 24 and 25, 19?? but 
omitted this, which is to that testimony a»£ was known peril or to it* While hs hedges, he 
says there were only three known hunt White House jobs (pp* 134-5) but nil Hunt’s xrerk 
■was for the White Bouse* Hs was never employed by the re-olcotlon conrdttee* 



On his handling ol‘ the whole spying and dirty-works aampai/$i (pp» 135-30) Saulo*® 
protection of Nixon an::, those closest to him extend® to %xm ^bt^sc^i^xs mmK&z 
eliminating the name of the man in overall oJiargs, Bohn MltohelL, Nison's Attorney General 
and then oatapign director# 

Kot even Douglas Caddy is unworthy of Saulo’ s coveting up, which promotes wonder 

Mullen 

about Caddy and what is not known about him. That he shared aji office with Hunt, that thoy 

had other Joint projects, that he had serious trouble with the grand Jury for ra firing to 

the Hogan & Hartson 

testify ono. a battery of lawyers in attendance including 4 fixm that had a CIA history 
and z'or a tine defended Hunt is not mentioned# Nor are many other things, like Caddy’s 
politics Uiret director oi‘ tile foung Americans for Freedom, sponsored 

by Buckley). (pp, 154-5) 

And, as <;•:> lave goon, he has Hunt the man in charge when, he was not (pp 156ff) 

Tho prosecutors who covered up are shielded (p. 161 ) when they went into nothing 
except the burglary of all the White House crimes, 

liven Hunt’s then lawyer, William 0# Blttman, "ogan & Hartson partner, who had been 
part of Hunt’s blackmailing of Nixon and had a part in totaatolspcs m unttl-now unreported 
laundering of some of Nixon’s §100 bills, merely "withdrew as %it’s attorney" whrn it 
was public Icnowledge, thanks to the Hew fork x lmen, that the Special Froseoutor had aslced 
hiia to resign over an allegation of conflict of interest# 

Not even Buckley escapes the Hculc wing, (pp# 163-4)# His set-up for Hunt's public 
relations becomes "tough questioning" and his editing of the transcript, which Saule does 
say ho rsad f is expunged# 

It sure sounds like the CIA’s old-boy network at its professional best! 

J - u Q 13 - ' fe Hi s kinenoa-cj to others, Boulu does not forgot himself* He goes far out of 
his way to be kind to the OIA and to Justify much of its activity that is not properly 
Justified as the proper functioning of an essential intelligence activity. After ticking 
of a "lSst of the. bri.iai.ant men who served" - and there is nothing wrong with starving a 
nation’s intelligence activities -(®30®e.) lw> gets .into and Justifies with mild 

czitloiaa *»» of CIA's domestic activities* There is tills passage on page 40 i 



tJ At horse the CIA slightly [siej overstepping its statutory an&feBstijK role, managed 

to subsidise a highly active publishing house in $p; lork....” She CIa is known ~ 

publicly exposed as having - also subsidised other pubUshers f including leftish journals. 

(There is a geod reason for this Imitation, hiding the other activities end even the nemo 

of this active” publishers he was Saule’ ss* (The house is Frederick A# PsKiogos?, the book 

Souls’ 3 apologia for the CIA’s hay of Pigs fiasco, ,£M_ iSiihaa Invasion . 

so extensive was this covering of tire CIA In this particular book that although 

Saule now admits he know Hunt then when Hunt was political chief, there is no mention of 

him by hi ; right name, as Eduardo or evo n tiro role! A book on the -^ay of Pigs invasion 

tlrat has no reference to tire tom or the politics of the man or even the function of setting 

Qub&*s 

up an exile government and directing it and then writing its constitution! How much more 
could ho have underplayed the ambition and intent of the CIA? 



A caret ul reading ox Scale’s itoolnicRh allows him to bo consistent in white* 



washing the CIa. ~e covered the United States invasion of the Dominican Republic when tire 
United-States subsidised and educated Dominican military overthrew the first democratically- 
elected government for book ia well done. So is the hiding of 



the CIA’s hidden role that wns reported contemporaneously in the neuepapors, including 



It would seem that when CIA’s duty is to 



done, the left and right ax'!? really one® 



A Buckley and a Saule combining at suppressions of which a Dixon ia beneficiary? 



Who would have thought it possible! 



Extra space 



fhe initial Nixonian need was the classic of intelligence activities «* detachment 
from She Watergate. It successfully pulled of probably the greatest eevering-ap in 
political history for the oruoiol period. Gradually there wore disclosures, but after 



two years, oven with impeachment comancad, after not less than seven Congressional 
investigation partly or entirely devoted to it trove completed and another in progress, 
the full story was tar from told. (There is no better measure of the success of the Hixson 
deception, ^representation, diversion and outright falsification of which hiacon, personally, 
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wag in ovex'all ooiaisand, as his own transcripts leave without question* 

Baa it not been for Tftc Wjpddxorton ifo at .« two young reporters. Sari Bernstein and 
Bob Woodward, uni the Metro editor, %rry Sussrmm, under whom they worked when tbs story 
first broke 9 all aay well have been different and an muck as did become known of Nixon/ 

White House erijao say not have. 

It can, I believe, be fairly alleged that Saule’s reporting for 

the most influential paper, la of opposite character, and that until long after the P&gt 

had done the work that earned it 1 ho prostigeoue top journaliotio honor, the Pulitzer 

rise - until the Tines. much later, put. an excellent ifiV©sti@atiVB reporter, Seyranur 

Eersh, on the staff if had on this story - the . %tos ’ reporting wao oo inferior air, • 

inadequate that it actually served the njUam whitewashing of Nixon, 

Here the importance of Saule end his work oan t be over^estiiaated, he was an authentic 

export on Uubaus and as dose to an expert on hunt as there was in the press, 

(And her© it also should oo noted that the Post never used its own expert, Baynes 

Johnson, , ho as a reporter tor she Washington evening paper, then the- Star, now the 3tar»&effa* 
thfi supposedly 

had also written jTuaffinitiTO ioq p a g g» £ *ff g x The Pm. jof.Jriga. fhe origin?*! printing was by 

W.W .Norton vu Co. s Inc., the reprint was bell’s. In Johnson* e book there also is jo -duat, 

no one in his role, no Eduardo, and provocatively there ia a ^oxnio, iJ arkei'*s "ay of Migs 

name, (pp. 60-1 ) Hornie, whoso description ia that of barker whether or not ho was, was 

one of tin? sub-cockiiaidcrs of the Guatersalan training camp. When some of the Cubtaao expressed 

this is wliat Johnson reports | 

political op.-oaitiou to Sixautlioritarianoliipi, taxtatoEtkaa* "They were soldiers, Ik. 
strewed, and had to obey ox-dors whether they liked them or not," Thereafter, without 
trial, then© men wore confined in a virtual concentration coop ”iu the kidst of the 
un u jungle, accessible only by helicopter* M (p*G1 ) 

Bernard 1, Biu.tor is the load of Saule’s first story » M ?he apparent loader of five wen 

*4 

arrested yesterday for breaking into” emocrato’ headquarters* lowing batter, Saule 
given liia Hunt* a description in. the second p&ragrpah of the loads ”3«! is also said to have 
been one of iho top plounaro of the u eatral Intelligence Agency's abortive invasion of 



G uba in 1961 



w is what Saule wrorge affoi ' he had been told that was Ip. charge# j ffiijffiE 
he was reraindod” that he knew Hun-j af3 Kduardo# lifter he had Hunt phased so would 
xiot recognise Mm# 

®his is also deliberate lying# Why he did it only Saule ©an answer# But his own 
book £ao wo have already quoted, porves tittodt it la a lie aid it ^ deliberate* 

®h© bonafied ary was Nixon, to a lessor degree %it, and the victims were the 
editors of th:-, rVrf .York the people and truth# 

Without bids deliberate Ssulo lie, Nixon could never have gotten away with his 
sel£~wMtowaahing# 

The initial ploy was to oay that *Wfc was a£bcfckax!£fc£±H not working for the White 
douse. As late as ^omnulsive ffiy* when he know better# Saule was repeating this lie# too# 




.. 




